In order to bring some system to the source situation a simple classificatory model will be used here. This model distinguishes five categories of sources: the original version; pre-publication manuscripts; authorized editions; unauthorized editions; and post-publication manuscripts. The original version includes the composer's own autograph archival manuscript and autograph or authorized copies of this manuscript: in short, manuscript sources that, one can be sure, reflect the composer's intentions. Unfortunately, as already noted, for Boccherini's Trios op. 1 no such manuscripts have come down to us.
Pre-publication manuscripts are manuscripts copied directly or indirectly from the original version, without the intervention of an edition. The designation "pre-publication" does not imply that they were all written before the first edition. They may actually postdate the first edition or even later editions. The designation implies only that no edition was included in the chain of copying leading from the original version to the manuscript in question. Pre-publication manuscripts may contain all the works of a particular set; or just one; or a few; or several, but not all, of them.
Editions are printed publications of the works. Editions may be either authorized (based on a score provided by the composer and produced with his consent) or unauthorized (where the publisher works from a score acquired independently by him, thus bypassing the composer).
Post-publication manuscripts are manuscripts that are either copied from an edition (authorized or not) or copied from another post-publication manuscript. In most cases, they contain the complete contents of the edition on which they are based and follow that edition in all details.
With the categories now described, it is possible to classify all known sources of Boccherini's Trios op. 1. As already remarked, no original versions are known. But there are apparently no fewer than 49 extant manuscripts containing one or more of Boccherini's six Trios op. 1, that may be considered pre-publication manuscripts. The category editions comprises the five known early editions, one of which was reissued twice by later publishers under new imprints. In the case of Boccherini's Trios op. 1 ten post-publication manuscripts copied directly or indirectly from one of the editions can be identified.
The various sources are listed in Appendix 2 to this article. They are all provided with brief codes in bold face that will be used for reference in the text of this article.
The Variability of the Sources
As may have been sensed already from the introduction, the available sources for Boccherini's Trios op. 1 show a great, if not bewildering, variety. This variety concerns nearly all aspects of the sources as such, and also of the compositions as they are presented in the sources.
Source Types. The sources can be divided into various types. An obvious distinction is that between sources in score and ones in separate parts. Scores are rare and occur only in manuscript form (Ge1, MC, Dr).
Sources in separate parts may either write all the Trios one after another in the various parts or take the form of sets of manuscripts, with separate gatherings for all the individual pieces. Sets may be either complete or incomplete. Some sets of manuscripts are ordered in sequence, while others are left unordered. A manuscript containing a single piece will, for clarity, be called a "single manuscript," forming a separate category.
Format. Most manuscripts are in folio format with sheets in the order of magnitude of 20×30 cm, which corresponds approximately to modern A4 or Letter format. Italian manuscripts tend to be in oblong folio format, while transalpine manuscripts prefer upright folio format, but this distinction is not absolute.
Order. If the sequence of the pieces in the complete manuscripts (or editions) and the ordered complete sets is studied, the first thing to strike one is the variability of the sequences encountered. This is especially true of the pre-publication manuscripts. The first edition reproduces the sequence found in one particular pre-publication manuscript, and this sequence is retained in all the post-publication manuscripts.
Titles. Boccherini's Trios op. 1 appear in the early sources -both manuscript and printed -under various titles. Most frequent is the title "Trio," with "Sonata (a tre)" and "Divertimento" occupying second and third place, respectively. Bailleux introduced the designation "Trietto" for them on the title page of the first edition, employing "Trio" for the individual pieces within the edition. Boccherini later (1796) listed them as "Terzetto."
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Designation of the Violoncello Part. In the sources varying designations are used for the bass instrument of the trios: more precisely, three -"Violoncello," "Basso" and "Violoncello Obbligato."
Order of Movements. The majority of the sources present each trio with the same succession of movements, be this fast-slow-fast or slow-fast-special, where "special" is either a fugue or a Tempo di Minuetto. But a few sources (Ot, Ne) alter the order, especially in the second schema, which is then amended to fast-slow-special.
Tempo Markings. Tempo markings for movements may easily vary among the sources. Sometimes, the variation is rather cosmetic, as in the addition of assai to Largo or Presto, the alternation between spiritoso (or spirituoso) and con spirito (similarly: brioso and con brio) and the omission of "ma" in Allegro ma non tanto. In other instances, the variation is more substantive, as in the replacement of Tempo di Minuetto by Allegro for the last movement of the Trio in C major in certain sources. Sometimes, there are differences of tempo marking in the different parts for an individual manuscript. All these types of discrepancy are very normal in the transmission of eighteenth-century music.
The Musical Text. What strikes one immediately when the manuscripts transmitting Boccherini's Trios op. 1 are studied is the great variability of musical text among the various sources. No two sources are exactly the same in this respect. This variability concerns all aspects of the composition: both the notes themselves and secondary characteristics such as articulation, dynamics and ornamentation.
Variation in the notes themselves can have different causes. The basic distinction is between errors and variants. We will speak of errors when there are readings that cannot possibly be accepted in a decent performance of the piece: incorrect pitches; incorrect or missing accidentals; incorrect durations; over-long or over-short rests; missing notes; missing bars, and so forth. Errors occur in greater or smaller numbers in all the sources examined.
We will speak of variants when there are different readings that are all possible musically: different notes chosen for double or triple stops; rhythmic variants; octavetranspositions of motives; extra notes within the same harmony; alternative notes; longer notes instead of repeated notes of shorter duration (or vice versa); tied versus untied notes etc.
Several musical figures appear to be extremely conducive to variants. A particularly common type of variant is what will be called the "dotted figure" (usually on a weak part of the beat or the bar) where parallel passages or other sources give an undotted figure. Sources are highly variable in the notation of these figures. It is almost as if the dotted figure were a realization of the undotted figure making inégalité explicit. Most often, this concerns two semiquavers (realized as a dotted semiquaver and a demisemiquaver); less often, two quavers (equivalent to a dotted quaver and a semiquaver). A similar, but less frequent, source of variability is the dotted figure with two notes for the shorter element, such as a dotted quaver followed by two demisemiquavers. This figure may occur as a variant comprising an undotted quaver followed by two semiquavers.
Other very common variants concern the notes making up double or triple stops. A double or triple stop in one source may appear as a single note or as a different chord in another source.
Highly variable, too, is the tying together (or not) of consecutive notes of the same pitch, either short or long. Some sources tie as much as possible, while other do not trouble to tie at all. In the cases of series of syncopations, the beginnings and endings of ties may differ among the sources. If a tie proceeds from one stave to the next, it usually occurs only at the end of the first stave, not at the start of the next.
It is very common that the notes and rests ending phrases, particularly before a double bar (either the one in the middle of a movement or the one at the end), have different durations. Upbeats are not always subtracted from the final bar of the period.
Articulation. The variability of articulation in early sources is notorious. Consistency in articulation does not exist as a requirement in eighteenth-century manuscript copying procedures.
Dynamics. Even more unreliable than articulation is the notation of dynamics, since these instructions are not directly attached to notes. Dynamics are rarely identical in any two sources.
Ornamentation. Somewhat more faithfully transmitted than articulation or dynamics is ornamentation. Three types can be distinguished: the appoggiatura, the trill and the turn.
Cleffing of the Violoncello Part. Many passages in violoncello parts are written in the tenor clef. Although the various sources largely agree on the desirability of employing the tenor clef, there is some variation in the implementation: the sources do not necessarily change clef in the same place. Some sources use the treble clef with downward octave transposition (the so-called "tenor G" clef) in place of the tenor clef (Gr2, MC, Sto1). Conversely, a source such as Ge2 does not use the tenor clef at all, but instead notates high passages rather awkwardly with a profusion of leger lines.
Abbreviated Notations. In circumstances where the speed of copying and the consumption of paper were important factors, copyists understandably tried to use abbreviated forms of notation wherever possible. The most common type of abbreviation takes the form of single notes with a cross-stroke through the stem to represent repeated quavers, or two cross-strokes for repeated semiquavers. These notations are common in nearly all the sources, but their incidence varies considerably.
Types of Copies and Copyists
If we approach the variability of the sources from the angle of the copyist, it is possible to place the latter in five groups: copyists who merely copied: either (1) from an edition, or (2) from another manuscript; copyists who revised their copy text; copyists who arranged their copy text; copyists who transcribed their copy text for other instruments. Something will be said about each group.
(1) Copyists copying from printed editions. An edition is usually unambiguous and precise in its notation (even if containing errors) and at the same time prestigious as a source. Therefore, copies made from editions are usually similarly precise and do not introduce new variants in the transmission of the works, allowing for occasional errors. Earlier, I introduced the appellation post-publication manuscripts to designate these manuscript copies.
In the case of Boccherini's Trios op. 1 there are not a great many post-publication manuscripts. Through study of their variants they can all easily be linked to one or other of the five early editions of the work.
(2) Copyists copying from other manuscript copies. Manuscripts are rarely totally unambiguous, and rarely so precise in their notation that they induce the copyist to do nothing other than faithfully copy the musical text found therein. Normally, there is some inexactitude and ambiguity in their musical notation, and this fact has consequences for the manuscripts copied from them. The copies are normally not exact reproductions of their sources, but ones that introduce errors, variants, inaccuracies and whatever further differences there may be. Copyists appear to be highly variable with regard to how much articulation, dynamic marking and ornamentation they are willing to insert into their copies. The variants that they introduce in this fashion may be termed random variants.
Most of the pre-publication manuscripts of Boccherini's Trios op. 1 were written by these ordinary copyists. Some of these manuscript copies contain only a few errors and variants; others, many more.
If one could assume that all errors and variants would be retained in successive copies, one might entertain the fond hope that analysis of these errors and variants would enable one to construct a stemma of the sources. In the case of Boccherini's Trios op. 1 this proved impossible, except for certain isolated groups of manuscripts. The two great stumbling blocks are that certain errors and variants may occur in otherwise not directly related sources and that passages may indeed find themselves restored to an earlier state in the process of copying. It may also be that the preserved manuscripts represent too small a portion of the manuscripts that once existed to permit a reliable stemmatic analysis.
(3) Revising copyists, who did not merely copy the musical text, but also looked at it with an expert eye and introduced improvements, or at least changes that they considered improvements. In this case, one may speak of substantive variants. A copy produced in this manner may be called a revision (or a version, if placed in comparison with an earlier state). If the revised copy itself becomes recopied, this gives rise to a group of similar manuscript copies that differ from the manuscript copies of other groups. Within this group the manuscript copies may differ from one another simply through random variants.
Within the pre-publication manuscripts considered here one may indeed distinguish four versions accommodating three revisions. The first version (as I term it) is the one found mostly in Central-European manuscripts, which may indeed represent the trios as Boccherini originally composed them. The second version (in my nomenclature) exists in a large number of manuscripts both inside and outside Italy, and must be considered a revision of the first version. There are good reasons to assume that these revisions stemmed from the composer, but absolute proof of this cannot be given. The alterations take many forms.
First, there are changes of detail, such as the creation of a dotted figure from two notes of equal duration, the splitting of notes in two or three notes of shorter duration or other small rhythmic changes.
Second, quite a few notes in the Violoncello part were moved up or down an octave. An example occurs in the fugue of the Trio in G major (5/iii/62-63, 70-71, 140-141 and 148-149): 4 
First version:
Third, in a few instances one of the violin parts was transposed up an octave or even two octaves. The most noteworthy instance occurs in the Trio in F (3/i/55-56), where repeated notes on the pitch cʹ are transported two octaves higher:
Second and later versions:
Fourth, there are many instances where double or triple stops were replaced by different double or triple stops or by single notes, or where single notes were replaced by double or triple stops.
Fifth, in a fair number of cases the exact point of insertion of a tenor or bass clef in the cello part was changed.
Sixth, several tempo markings were altered. The notation of the first movement of the Trio in G major switched from ) to # metre, with a concurrent adjustment of the tempo marking from Largo to Larghetto. Then there are, in the seventh place, changes in detail that may be considered genuine compositional improvements. They are perhaps not necessary alterations, but they certainly make the composition run more smoothly. One of them will be illustrated here. The entry of the countersubject of the fugue ending the Trio in D major is made clearer by changing the original semibreve into a minim preceded by a minim rest (2/iii/1/Vc.):
A substantive change in the composition occurs in the third movement of the Trio in A major, where the Violino Secondo and Violoncello parts are freshly composed in an entire bar (bar 27=29, and, similarly, bar 72=74), giving rise to a completely new figure:
First version:
There are also, in the eighth place, a few changes that can be considered rectifications of defects in the composition of the first version: corrections that are necessary or at least desirable. Just one example is given here: bar 26 of the Tempo di Minuetto of the Trio in C major:
The arrival of the f-sharp in the bass is indeed better delayed until the double suspension has been resolved, and it is similarly an improvement to have a d in the bass at the precise moment of this resolution.
The first edition (Bailleux, 1767) appears to be closely related to one of the pre-publication manuscripts (Ve1) -one that within the category of pre-publication manuscripts is actually somewhat peripheral. This manuscript forms, with some related manuscripts, a kind of subgroup within the category of pre-publication manuscripts: one that may appropriately be dubbed "Adriatic" since all of them are held by libraries in cities on the Adriatic littoral (Venice, Ancona).
After the second version came the third version. The third version is recognizable by a number of variants absent from the first and second versions. A substantive variant occurs in the second movement of the Trio in C major (1/ii/19-27 and 109-116), where the violin parts are transposed down an octave throughout an entire passage:
First and second versions:
Third version:
The disparate number of changes among the six trios and, especially, the disparate nature of these changes suggest that this second revision was the work of a copyist who both made some textual alterations and introduced several unintentional mistakes. It seems unlikely that they are the work of Boccherini himself.
A fourth version occurs in the two manuscripts (Berg, Sta) that may likewise be considered to form a subset: the "Alpine" group, named after their present locations (Bergamo, Stams in Austria). The two manuscripts are largely identical, so far as variants are concerned. There are many of these, and many of them are substantive, although unevenly distributed among the six pieces. Here, almost for the first time in the manuscript copying process, we see at work an active and an intelligent copyist: someone who has really tried to improve the pieces, short of arranging them. It is only here that a specific error in the bass of the Presto of the Trio in F major (bar 161/2), present in all the manuscripts discussed so far, has been corrected. An unnecessary inconsistency in the Violino Secondo part of the Trio in B flat major (Presto, bars 89 and 97) has been remedied. Apart from these and some other remarkable interventions, there are numerous minor changes. In particular, the bass line has been modified in many places, but bars in the other parts have also occasionally been recomposed. In view of the appearance of this version in only two rather peripheral sources, it seems improbable that the revision was the work of the composer.
(4) Arranging copyists. In two cases, a copy can aptly be called an arrangement. One manuscript (Pr2) contains an arrangement rather than a straightforward copy of the Trio in G major. Behind this arrangement, however, the First Version of the trio is clearly recognizable, for example through the presence of the Largo in 3/4 metre. The arrangement leaves the composition basically as it is but changes many details. In all three movements there are a few passages that have been replaced by newly composed bars, so that they all have a few bars more or less than the original composition. Articulation, dynamics and ornamentation are less ubiquitous but more consistent than in the average manuscript of the Trios, so the arranger apparently had clear ideas about these aspects.
Another manuscript (An1) contains an arrangement of the Trio in F major. Many passages are almost recomposed. Bar 9 of the Allegro is reduced to a half-bar, which means that the barlines of the next 24 bars all shift by a half-bar. This anomaly is rectified at the cadence of the first period, in bar 33, which has become halved as well. There is a cut running from the second half of bar 44 to the first half of bar 48 in the Allegro, where the final cadence is similarly shortened. Conversely, the final cadence of the Largo is extended by a full bar. Numerous changes have been introduced in all parts in all movements. Occasionally, passages for the two violins are exchanged, as occurs in bars 14-17 of the Largo and bars 1-8 and 94-118 of the Presto. The other Trios in the same manuscript exhibit a fair number of variants, but one cannot say they were arranged in the manner of the F major Trio.
(5) Transcribing copyists. One manuscript (Ge7) contains a transcription of the Trio in A major for two flutes and violoncello. The cello part was left untouched, while the two Violino parts needed very little adaptation to the new instruments: double and triple stops are reduced to the highest note; passages with notes lower than d′ are transposed up an octave.
A manuscript in Stift Engelberg (En) has an added partbook, which writes the bass part in the treble clef, this time not written an octave above sounding pitch but instead a twelfth higher, which transposes the piece to C major. This notation represents what a performer would do when reading the music as a violinist but playing a violoncello. Perhaps this part was written for a viola da spalla or a viola pomposa, instruments with cello stringing but played in front of or over the shoulder. The Basso partbook of the C major Trio has the remark "bei diesem muss die Bass mit die [sic] Violen abgespillt werden," which perhaps refers to a performance of this kind. But there is no bass partbook in the treble clef for the C major Trio to match that for the F major Trio, as just described.
One manuscript (Na2) has the bass part arranged for double bass ("Controbasso"). The arrangement is rather drastic: where the cello had florid writing in the tenor clef, either melodic or accompanimental, this has been systematically replaced by simple notes and textures in the bass clef or by rests, thus removing many melodic passages played in parallel thirds or sixths with the Violino Primo or Secondo. The remaining double stops in the bass parts are replaced by single notes. Passages featuring broken chords in semiquavers are similarly replaced by simple notes. All signs for articulation, dynamics and ornamentation disappear.
Conclusion
This overview of the manuscript and printed dissemination of Boccherini's Trios op. 1 tells us in the first place that pieces of music change during the process of their dissemination. Each instance of copying, including publication, may bring with it changes of detail or more substantive changes. Leaving aside copyists working from a printed exemplar, the reproduction of a source exactly as received was not a standard requirement in eighteenthcentury copying practice. Copyists could introduce changes at various levels. They could inadvertently introduce mere random errors and mistakes; they could also create variants, distinguishable from errors through being performable alternatives. Other copyists made a habit of revising or (in their eyes) improving the music they copied. And, finally, some copyists transcribed pieces for other instruments or instrumental ensembles.
All these different variations in the copying process are observable in the transmission of Boccherini's Trios op. 1, partly as a consequence of the large number of sources involved. Most important from the point of view of the musician or the musicologist are, of course, the variants and the revisions, the latter arising when the variants are substantive and occur in a number of sources. The question then arises: are these variants and revisions due to the composer or to some zealous copyist? In the case of Boccherini's Trios op. 1 there appear to be four discrete versions, which implies three revisions. Of these revisions, the first may be connected with the composer: there are compositional improvements, and the new version created is found in a large number of sources. The other two revisions, in contrast, seem to be the work of copyists not content merely to reproduce the text of their exemplars.
This article has dealt with musicological problems at two distinct levels. In the first place, it has considered the transmission processes of musical works in general; in the second place, the manuscript and printed dissemination of Boccherini's Trios op. 1 in particular. Each level informs, and benefits from, the other. The terms and associated concepts adopted here to describe the transmission process of music in general are, of course, derived from working with the special case of Boccherini's Trios op. 1. On the other hand, the analysis of a particular case is much easier to undertake when it can be based on concepts borrowed from a more general model.
The concepts and methods used for studying the dissemination of Boccherini's Trios op. 1 can equally well be applied to the study of the dissemination of other collections and works. Such studies are unlikely to parallel in detail the pattern revealed by this study of Boccherini's Opus 1: one should, rather, imagine that each new musical work investigated will have its unique dissemination "profile," albeit one constructed from similar elements. 
APPENDIX 1
The six Trios op. 1 in the sequence adopted in Boccherini's Thematic Catalogue: 
